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Mr, Charles ifoltfirts 
tfr* Roberta, 

£our letter ef May 3 is not responsive to mins of the? fourth. 

You to -j&ir&aa y^urnelf to 0 ve*y narrow mi slnts:?p?etpti&*i 

of i? Hot I isdcad, iho -inert to? in not simply of the past,' for it in in 
tfr tf present t v o* 70 un book end you 3 re be ini promoted, Nor in it only r 
matter of having r* financial subsidy, 

fhould you nddrosn this, I or* safs from your unrelieved record 
in piu-suciing you *nfi/cr the roly in v/b.ieb you 3 nvr> eort ycursoXf or 
been onst will rtciulra insult* Do try oil- 1 bo rears original. Cert's inly 
you should ba capable of it, from tils proton sn of 7 cur bock if net 
your position. 

For tV ; ro^rf 1 note y-ur n; sty inference, 50m cubtlc then your 
piM^for foltickooa, tbnt 3525^*33 cvn-i fro--: "soured ol'w tUn my^lf 
^nd that it hes ^egrssious Msjud&sncuts* 1 . Yea hid on cpyortubity in 
your beck to prove the lott-r ivni y .; u a 0 d& no s tempt fcc, fur you .ecu 1 ct* 
Yea hove i o trad In £ opportunity to no it to my foce on:< yea do not* 
this l add th® challenge that you stipulate .flirt ot«ti year ^cOairifryite 
mind con twi a* Into * jus tifi action for tkn TOrda "*1*011 tho sens sources* 
irtio led you into such a££re&ioUs x<{ o judged 1 r xta in 'WtS’TtC3li rt * 



rincer ly, 



-arold -?ej. sberp 
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i*»r Mt. Stotts* 4 

*«* tottor alMylti art rmtiiw^m f mtm o§ to* 

Y« mm to turn jm assS® to a.toiy aun ... „ 

toat s Mfeaia via tnaottM to sat ttogSgi •# to* mt. tw tt to to 
*-* J> i 9 ttm»X vw&t te»* aau 9 M «» HU| |B*ltH*ni Mt I* It mi V a 
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Eddie Ga Uaher — 



The night of May 9, 1966, I left a copy of my first book on the Warren 
Commission at ’“TOP for you. T h i s waa more than 10 months ago. In all that time, 
although I am a local author end you import many who are subsidized by their 
publishers, you have not seen fit to interview me. This is your right. You have 
had no complaint from me. 

The exercise of your right does, however, impose an obligation on you that 

betSLhave not met. That obligation is to represent me and my book fairly, end in 
a way that i a not damaging to me* 



Last night and again this afternoon you presented Sharles Roberts and his 
ralstitled book, "The Truth About The Assassination" (which neither he nor I nor 
any other writer can honestly say he knows today). This, too, is your right, ana 
I do not dispute it or complain about it. Shat I do insist, hew ever, i s that you 
hold your guests to what is accurate, what is not demafatory, and let them eggage 
in the perfectly proper pursuit (the propr<£ty of which Roberts denies others) of 
selling their books. 

J- have rtjmext to this eminent journalist for four hours in what waa 

hilled aa a debate in tfi ich he and ~ouls Nizer, for the purest and least commercial 

of motive, defended the Commission end its Report on the spurious ground that 

"that side had never been heard". I can provide you with a tape recording of it. 

*n aU this time Mr, Roberts had remarkably little to aay^{ virtually nothing 

that can be considered fact about the assassination) , made open Me C a rthy-^/thr es t s , 

and Twjund up trying to corrupt the order of speakers to get last word for himself. 

I refer you to the tape for the superb comment of my colleague, Leo Sauvage, on 

Mr. Roberts' suggestion of what should happen to a writer in a democratic society 

mwH A 

It now turns out that this sudden need to defend the £®nm±:Esi»F"government 

and its Report just happen! to coincide with th^Sipi&aBXB^ga ot these gentlemen 



2 



to promote their own books. This need did not exist from the time ceC the 
assassination, although both here end abroad the governmentjjias been criticized 

for whet it did end didn't do^nce^henj^r did it exist when critical hooks 

• Vyv?jl h C? 

end articles were^puhlihhed, 1 t did not exist beginning in early May of last uyar 

year, when my firsy bock Otcame generally available, nor the end of/ June, when 

Epstein's came out, nor in September, when lane's and Sauvages appeared. Not until 

Mr. Roberts' book was ready for distribution did he feel this urgent until 

Mr. NizerSs was battling Mark Lane's, pn the best-sellar lists, did this gross 

injustice to the sova rnmaritT tort dfeaa ear * 

Kt In each of your programs there were the nastiest and most dishoneat of 

slurs by Mr. Roberts, encouraged by you, about our "motives". The evil motive you 

attribute to me is to "make money". I'll b© happy and unashamed when that day 

comes, as X hope it soon will. But may I s>s3c you if if is somehow right for you 

to b© paid, for your station to show s| profit for its owners, for Mr. Roberts to 
^ k fe n a^wrong 

be paid by Newsweek! o?<nis 



'book* a publi sher^ and^for Lane, who has made money. 



and wrong for those of us who just Jjope to* 

J? 

We have recently been treated to alf fetfrurfr^ of public officials who 
demanded to be heard end credited as authorities^^ theWLbegpi their memsrks £*4$ 
|ssi°n f ttay "I do not know what I am talking about” but* „pln their 
com ient <5 op g^o se oflteTwho decis re^Jf the government erred in its Report* Now we 



have the * scavenger" embe^tffi burnt. Only WmXMW&ZMXX A , who have made no profit, 
N ^and those who are in general accord with my ivritii^^^s^ve^^. Not Congressman 
Ford, who put his name on the cover of Me Ms own, private and entirely 
commercial "Barren ^eport", even if he dia not write it, and who likewise had a 
private "Warren Report" in^Life,'' coinciding with the appearance of the official 
one. riot ail those fonner^ associates of the late President who have writ ten 
book/j in some cases with fantastic financial reward* Not the fonder nanny, the 
former secretary, the former advisers, speech writers and 



other appointees of the 
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late President* Not that literary 

lickspittle Merriman Smith, who libels with impunity those who have a p^r Mmtiy 
high regard for the institution of the Presidency, secure in the belief they will 
not sue^and so cowardly he refuses' to debate them in the auditorium of the 
National Press Club, before his peers, or in writing, on the subject on which 
he won the ffulitzer |)rize. Certainly not Manchester, for how can an initial 
$665,000 and a probable $3,000,000, he classified ai a "scavenging™ . 

Jtmj Ov 

Obviously not Mr. Roberts, with motive thojff darkens the driven snow. 

Only I, who without a cent of income or subsidy have devoted three years. 



three of the most unpleasant^ and intensive years^to the most disagreeable 
task an American writer can assume, only I and my colleagues are$” saavenge rs” , 
only we hove the dubious "motive” gp which you and Mr* Roberts attribute to us 
from those angelic heights on which you live without incomes, without "money”. 

So much for your lofty pose, and Mr* Roberts 1 . 

How for the question of fbct^ uh, ich^ coining from one knowing es little 

about what he write^asMr. Roberts, is more aptly called slander* 

Last night Mr. Roberts said that I misused the impromptu press conference 

of the Parkland doctors an hour after the Presidents death to promote a "theory” 

entirely 

of a front -entrance wound. T^ia/is false* My forma t nif 1 'hi iris; tfASH and almost entirely 
in TilBITEWASH XI, is to use the Commission’s own evidence to invalidate its 
conclusions. In this specific case, I refer you and si Roberts, of whom the kindest 
things X can say^^that he either didnS read my book or didn't understand it, to 
the chapter on The Doctors and The Autopsy”, the index, and the unburned 

handwritten draft of thi autopsy (page 198), where my reference is from neither 
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e press conference nor of an hour after death, but from the altered autopsy report, 
written two days after the assassination and revealing what is_ suppressed in the 
Report, that ±ha Dr. Perry did , the day after the assassination, tell Dr. Hujnas 
that the President was shot from the front* 



¥ 



The other reference to whet the doctors said, coming from their 
testimony, is in the- context of raising the question! of perjury and the 
subornation of perjury, not with reference to the 2 p.nu November 22, 1963, 

fL 

press conference, 

^ of sland er 3ja 

Aaido frWrep9^Tfio5sreo3ay, you allowed me to be charged with 

T ^ 

taking "early rumors and dignifying them as fact” ;^of taking things out of 

context. At the same time, you broadcast the false statement that nothing was 
suppressed,, I challenge you or Mr. Boberts to prove the first or at some 
convenient time in the future, grant me the opportunity to disprove the latter. 

1 will, before too long, have a book documenting the suppression, which my 
already-published work, to an uncontradicted large extent, already does. 

Mr. Roberts, whose modesty is on a par with his purity of motive, assured 
you end your audience, a very considerable one, that he had religiously cheeked 
what I said against the Commission’s Report and evidence. If this is tr»e, and 
I do not for one minute believe it is, I call upon him to prove it. Or, what I do 
not expect, to apologize. 

Mr. Roberts, from my own fortunately brief association with him, has had 

less familiari ty with the evidence than the garlic wafted owr the soup. If he is 

prepared to deny this, I am prepared to face him on it. Further, I will be happy 

p frith / 

to accept, if you offer the opportunity, an invitation to debate$fr. Robrts, and 
entirely extemporaneously, the Commission’s Report f hla p ookf or sny 

combination of bio chosing, I propose, should t ho occocion orr i ae , that m test 
M r * Roberts ve unted knowledge of the evid encej based upon which you have assured 
your listertersj^fie is a dependable, honorable man and I am dishonorable and of 
dubious motive^ and mine, by each of us being entirely empty-handed on the occasion 



of this debate, should it ever take place. Let us see how strongly Mr* Bote rts is 
interested in the integrity of government, how studiously and completely he has 



prepared himself, and how pure, indeed, his motive. And lat us in the s tudio 

» t any member of your new# staff, with a set of th© Commission's publication, to check yj 

&U JUA^U ' 

r5hat~eacn of us says, ’^e can soon arrive at a determination of fact - and motive. 
Until this day which will not come, may I suggest to you that when a 
President is murdered end consigned to history with such 8 dubious epitaph as 



u- 

‘t 



this Report) when Ifcixxfc there is an assess! nation and/an investigation that leaves 
unanswered questions that it is within the capacity of man to :enswer;or worse, 



an investigation that fails to asssrarxife ask the questions that should have been 
or cell the witnesses that Should have been heard and weren't; then no/ president 
is ever safe and the instution aid with it all our institutions are in jeopardy. 
May I also ask you whereV'Ues the greater dedication of a writer to a demo- 



cratic society V"i n without subsidy researching and writing and then at hiq own 
expense going farthur into debt end publishing his own hook that says 
“c n rrrmnn nt nrra d, or in a commercial sycophancy, well publicized and it would seem 
safe, from the norm, to assume well subsidized and ccmpensatedy^ 1 /3 ' <t y 

My purpose irjwriting this is not en attempt to solicit time for response, lime 

to sell my books, for 1 have recently declined the considerate offer of time 
from y Gestation on. another aspect of this ©noiraous subject of which non© of us 
knows enough {end you end Roberts too little). I am not now in a position to 

<r~ 

accept such an offer sting comaitmants,*^ is to get you to think of 

this subject^ to consider that it is one of the vital issues today* end that if 

t 

and when you approach it again you do so wrfth more responsibility and without 
* 

needless or u trustified defamation of those who, like me, you have damaged. 

P.5. If you have any curiosity about why Mr. Roberts’ publisher 
A t rl,- fol-y. declined IJEHTEWASH in 1965, I’ll show you JttoiiiH 

V the let1:er * You can P^baps better understand the publication 









